Parental supervision: a popular myth Ian Roberts
There must be few categories of childhood injury for which parental supervision, or the lack of it, has not been invoked as a contributory factor. Since 1990 alone, lack ofparental supervision has been proposed as a cause of road traffic injury,' electrical burn injury,2 and infant walker related injury.3 In most cases the identification of the aetiological role of parental supervision is intuitive rather than empirical. Very few ofthe reports that recommend greater parental supervision are controlled studies and it is not that unusual for injury researchers to make inferences about the value of parental supervision without even measuring it. The question of measurement is an important one and the lack of validated methods for measuring parental supervision should raise concern about the utility of the concept. In the light of these data, what might be said about calls for greater parental supervision in the context of childhood injury prevention? Children do need to be cared for and supervised, but there is not a scrap of evidence that this supervision is more effective when provided by parents as opposed to any other carer. Indeed, the available evidence suggests quite the opposite. Having no empirical basis, calls for more parental supervision can only be interpreted as ideological statements. As is often the case with assertions whose power resides in their 'obviousness' lurking in the background are values. In this case the values concern the proper position of women in society and the balance of responsibility for child safety between the individual and the society. 
